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Comment on the proposed conservation of Haliplanella Hand, 1956 (Anthozoa, 

Actiniaria) by suppression of Haliplanella Treadwell, 1943 (Polychaeta) 

(Case 3493; see BZN 66: 312-316; 67: 166-167; 68: 204-205) 

R.M.L. Ates 

Gov. Flinckstraat 19, 15SO06LL Zaandam, the Netherlands 

(e-mail: pseudocorynactis@zonnet.nl) 

In response to the comment by Fautin & Daly (BZN 68: 204-205), I reiterate that the 

homonymy in question does not present a problem because Haliplanella Hand, 1956 

will disappear in synonymy. 
Contrary to the allegation by Fautin & Daly (BZN 68: 204), Hand (1956, pp. 190, 

222) was fully aware that he created a genus containing species with or without catch 

tentacles when he moved the members of the genus Aiptasiomorpha (AIPTASIOMORPHI- 

DAE), supposedly without catch tentacles, to the genus Diadumene (DIADUMENIDAE), 

supposedly with catch tentacles. Additionally, catch tentacles ‘may be lacking’ 

according to Hand’s (1956, p. 222) diagnosis of the monogeneric family DIADUMENI- 

DAE and, in his description of Diadumene franciscana, Hand (1956, p. 236) even 

explicitly stated the absence of catch tentacles. Obviously, the presence or absence of 

these special tentacles could therefore not play a part in distinguishing between 

Diadumene, a genus containing species with or without catch tentacles, and Hali- 

planella, supposedly but not actually without catch tentacles. Hand (1956) thus 

established the genus Haliplanella and the family HALIPLANELLIDAE based on one 
character: the assumed presence of three types of nematocysts in its acontia. I repeat 

from den Hartog & Ates (2011, pp. 18-19) that this character is a nonexistent one. 

Not three, but two types of nematocysts are present in the acontia of Diadumene 

luciae (Verrill, 1898), ’amastigophores’ merely being one of several minor categories 

of p-mastigophores or p-rhabdoids (= penicilli). See also Schmidt (e.g. 1972, p. 8), 

Manuel (1981, p. 134) and Den Hartog & Ates (2011) for further information. 

In his usage of Diadumene, Hand (e.g. in Fautin & Hand, 2007, p. 182) apparently 

came to realize that not three, but two types of nematocysts are present in the acontia 

of D. luciae. This may also be obvious from the relevant statement in Fautin et al. 

(BZN 66: 314), implying that appeal 3493 was being made notwithstanding Hand’s 

change of opinion to the effect that ‘late in his life’ (cf. BZN 66: 314) he considered 

Diadumene the valid name rather than Haliplanella. Rodriguez et al. (2012, p. 9) deal 

the final blow to Haliplanella Hand, 1956 as their genetic research reveals that it 

‘nests among species of Diadumene, as predicted by den Hartog (1987) and Manuel 

(1981)’. Actually, the reference to den Hartog (1987) is wrong as it does not mention 

Haliplanella. Possibly, they meant den Hartog (1978). 
The well-marked fosse and parapet in D. luciae is a very relevant aspect of this 

matter indeed. Again, there might have been reason to suppress Haliplanella 

Treadwell, 1943 if the name Haliplanella Hand, 1956 were kept in use as did Manuel 

(1981/1988). Manuel (1981/1988, p. 134) saw no use for the family HALIPLANELLIDAE 

because he agreed with Schmidt (1972) that amastigophores are merely a subtype of 

p-mastigophores, leading to the conviction that only two types of nematocysts are 

present in the acontia of D. /uciae. However, Manuel (1981/1988) used the argument 

of the well-marked fosse and parapet in D. /uciae to maintain Haliplanella. That 
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character had already been considered and dismissed by Stephenson (1935, p. 204), 

see den Hartog & Ates (2011, p. 20). 

Also, Fautin et al. (BZN 66: 314) claim Tricnidactis errans de Oliveira Pires, 1987 

being placed in the family HALIPLANELLIDAE to strengthen their case. However, in the 
unlikely event that the name Tricnidactis would survive in its own family, a new name 

for that family would be necessary. 
Consequently, Case 3493 will lead nowhere, just like Case 2192 was moot (vide 

BZN 66: 314). It is the conviction of den Hartog & Ates (2011, pp. 17—20) that the 

names Haliplanella and HALIPLANELLIDAE Hand, 1956 should disappear in synonymy 

based on the evidence brought forward by them. How suppressing Haliplanella 
Treadwell, 1943 to make way for a name that will disappear would ‘benefit the 

community’ (BZN 68: 204) is not clear to me. Instead, suppressing Haliplanella 

Treadwell, 1943 gives the wrong signal to ‘the community’ that the name Haliplanella 

Hand, 1956 may have a chance to survive. Stability of names in zoology will not 

benefit. 

Additional references 

Fautin, D.G. & Hand, C. 2007. Anthozoa (Hexacorallia). Pp.173—-184 in Carlton J.T. (Ed.), The 
Light and Smith manual: intertidal invertebrates from Central California to Oregon. 4th Ed. 
Light, Smith & Carlton. 
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natural classification: phylogeny of acontiate sea anemones (Cnidaria, Anthozoa, Actini- 
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Comment on Murex tubercularis Montagu, 1803 (currently Cerithiopsis tubercularis; 

Mollusca, Gastropoda, CERITHIOPSIDAE): proposed conservation of usage of the 

specific name by designation of a neotype 

(Case 3532; see BZN 68: 41-46, 205; 69: 56-59) 

Philippe Bouchet 

Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle, 55 rue Buffon, 75007 Paris, France 

(e-mail: pbouchet@mnhn.fr) 

Bruce Marshall 

Museum of New Zealand | Te Papa Tongarewa, P.O. Box 467, Wellington, 

New Zealand (e-mail: brucem@tepapa.govt.nz) 

The lectotype of Murex tubercularis designated and figured by Marshall (1978) is a 
whitish shell and its protoconch has a sculpture of axial riblets; this lectotype 

corresponds to the concept of Cerithiopsis barleei of Jeffreys and all subsequent 

British authors. However, we believe that this specimen belongs to the ‘elegant 

subpellucid white variety’ mentioned by Montagu (1808 p. 116) in his Supplement to 

Testacea Britannica, and not to the original 1803 material described as “chestnut- 
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brown’. Only the latter material would have been eligible as lectotype. The authors 
of the present comment thus view Marshall’s (1978) lectotype designation as invalid. 

This being said, we share Prki¢ et al.’s concern (BZN 69: 56-59) that the shell 

differences that separate European species of Cerithiopsis are so subtle that historical 

material is useless when it comes to selecting types that fulfill their name-bearing 

function, a situation lamented by Bouchet & Strong (2010). The nomenclature of 

European CERITHIOPSIDAE Ought to be stabilized by taking advantage, whenever 

feasible, of designating neotypes that are also sequence-bearing specimens, i.e. 

hologenophores in the sense of Pleijel et al. (2008). We thus do not support the 

neotype designation advocated by Cecalupo & Robba. 

Additional references 

Bouchet, P. & Strong, E. 2010. Historical name-bearing types in marine molluscs: an 
impediment to biodiversity studies? Pp. 63-74 in A. Polaszek (Ed.), Systema Naturae 250. 
CRC Press, London. 

Pleijel P., Jondelius, U., Norlinder, E., Nygren, A., Oxelman, B., Schander, C., Sundberg, P. & 
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Comment on Cornu Born, 1778 (Mollusca, Gastropoda, Pulmonata, HELICIDAE): 

request for a ruling on the availability of the generic name 

(Case 3518; see BZN 68: 97-104, 282-292) 

Francisco Welter-Schultes 

Zoologisches Institut, Berliner Strasse 28, D-37073 Goettingen, Germany 

(e-mail: fwelter@gwdg.de) 

Cédric Audibert 

Muséum, Centre de Conservation et d’Etude des Collections, 13.A rue Bancel, 69007 

Lyon, France (e-mail: cedric.audibert@cernuelle.com) 

Helix aspersa is one of the most important species of terrestrial gastropod. If we 

accept hits in Google as a criterion for importance in public life, Helix aspersa is 

currently in the third position after Helix pomatia and Cepaea nemoralis (second 

position in Google Scholar after H. pomatia). 
The request for a ruling is absolutely justified. We have two species involved in this 

case, not only one: Helix aspersa Miller, 1774 and Helix aperta Born, 1778. Helix 

aperta is an important southern European species. It occurs mainly in Italy, parts of 

southeastern France, and was introduced to Greece, Turkey, Cyprus and northern 

Africa where it constitutes today an important part of the local fauna. Helix aperta 

was deliberately introduced to Crete in the Roman epoch 2000 years ago as an edible 

snail, and until the last century it had some commercial value on local markets. Helix 

aperta is one of the three terrestrial gastropod species which has a local vernacular 

name in almost every village in Crete. 



Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 69(2) June 2012 125 

Acceptance and success of the Commission’s decision will have to do with the 
genus-species combinations of these two species. The case would be of secondary 

importance if we were only talking about subgenera. 
The phylogenetic background allows three possible classifications currently re- 

garded as correct by different research teams: (1) pomatia, aspersa and aperta in the 

genus Helix, (2) pomatia in Helix, aspersa and aperta together in one single separate 

genus, (3) all three in separate genera. This means that three generic names are 

needed. 

Some words on the recent history of the confusion. Helix aspersa was almost 

uniquely called Helix aspersa from 1774 until 1988/1990. Likewise the name Helix 

aperta was used in this form between 1778 and 1990. The trouble with these two 
species began only around 1990 when subgenera were raised to genera. In an 

important and comprehensive book on European non-marine molluscs Falkner 

(1990, p. 244) used Cryptomphalus for aspersa, Cantareus for aperta. Shortly 

afterwards several authors argued that Cornu had precedence. At the same time 
others began to use Cantareus as the generic name for aspersa and aperta. The 

availability of Cornu has remained under permanent dispute. 
The result is the unfortunate situation that in real life aspersa is currently known 

under four different correct generic names (Helix, Cornu, Cryptomphalus, Cantar- 
eus), Helix aperta under two correct generic names (Helix, Cantareus). Cornu 

would also be correct for aperta but until today nobody has combined aperta with 

Cornu. Helix aperta is mainly an Italian species and Italian authors have rejected 

the use of Cornu. 

In fact outdated names will vanish only very slowly, and that incorrect declensions 

are also used (Cornu aspersa, Cornu aspersus and other incorrect forms). Incorrect 

forms are frequent because in the four genera all three genders are involved, and both 

names aspersa and aperta are declinable adjectives of the -us/-a/-um model. Cornu is 
neuter. Being of neuter gender and not ending in -um is a shortcoming because the 
experience tells us that not all users can see this easily and form the correct ending of 

the specific name. Cornu looks rather like a masculine word. The masculine genders 

of Cantareus and Cryptomphalus are easier to see for the non-expert. 
In his application Cowie (BZN 68: 97-104, 2011) mentioned that some modern 

malacological authors have continued to classify aspersa in Helix, for various 
reasons. In our recent checklist of French molluscs (Welter-Schultes et al., 2011) we 

classified aspersa in Helix because we think a separate genus is not really necessary. 

The decision to elevate subgenus to genus in 1990 was subjective and not based on 

results of new studies. The differences between the pomatia group and aspersa were 
known long before. 

The importance of the species for the broad public does not originate in 

malacological research. Helix aspersa serves as an important model organism in 

molecular, physiological and ecological studies. In these studies the name Helix is 

used much more frequently. The contact zones between malacological taxonomy and 
the other disciplines are not broad so the literature has only little overlap. 

The following Google hits (general search engine, accessed from Germany) were 
obtained in August 2009 and February 2011, the Google Scholar hits in February 

2011. In combination with the specific name aspersa (aspersus/aspersum) the follow- 
ing proportions for genus-species combinations were obtained (usages of subgeneric 
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names were discounted, the total numbers of hits were displayed as fantasy values 

totalling several 100,000): 

Google 2009: helix 85 %, cornu 9 %, cantareus 5 %, cryptomphalus 0.5 %, incorrect 

endings | %. 
Google 2011: helix 88 %, cornu 7 %, cantareus 2 %, cryptomphalus 1.3 %, incorrect 

endings 1.5 %. 

Google Scholar “‘since 2008’: helix 88 %, cornu 7 %, cantareus 4 %, cryptomphalus 

thagzun 
Google Scholar ‘“‘anytime”’: helix 96 %, cornu 2 %, cantareus 1 %, cryptomphalus | %. 

The numbers were certainly slightly biased, but the general trend cannot be neglected. 

Google Scholar also counted literature citations in scientific publications and names 

that were only cited and not used. If the date of publication is ignored (“anytime”), 

Google Scholar counted also publications from before 1990 when the only option 

was Helix. Even if we consider all shortcomings known to be associated with the 

Google method (Lawrence et al., 2010, another shortcoming is that Russian and 
Ukrainian sources are too rarely included), the figures do still suggest that Helix is 
still by far the most commonly used generic name in the public and in scientific 

contexts. 

If Cowie’s proposal to regard Cornu as available is accepted, we have the following 

effects: 

Correct names: 

aspersa: Helix, Cornu (2 genders) 

aperta: Helix, Cornu, Cantareus (3 genders) 

Real life: 
aspersa: Helix, Cornu, Cryptomphalus, Cantareus (3 genders) 

aperta: Helix, Cornu, Cantareus (3 genders) 

If Cowie’s proposal is rejected (and Cornu unavailable), we have the following effects: 

Correct names: 

aspersa: Helix, Cryptomphalus, Cantareus (2 genders) 

aperta: Helix, Cantareus (2 genders) 

Real life: 
aspersa: Helix, Cornu, Cryptomphalus, Cantareus (3 genders) 

aperta: Helix, Cantareus (2 genders) 

Accepting would result in only two genera and two genders for aspersa, and three 

genera with three genders for aperta, including one additional genus and gender for 

aperta that had not been used before. Rejecting would result in three genera and two 
genders for aspersa, two genera and two genders for aperta, all of which have been 

used before. From this point of view there seems more benefit in rejecting the 

proposal than in accepting it. 
We add one more point to take into consideration. Although many malacologists 

have accepted the use of Cornu, especially those of the central and western European 

teams, it seems that after 20 years of dispute, most important malacological research 
teams from Italy, Ukraine and Russia (Manganelli, Salomone & Giusti, 2005, p. 504; 

Sverlova, 2006; Egorov, 2008; Sysoev & Schileyko, 2009) have not accepted the use 
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of Cornu. The fact that Italian authors have largely rejected Cornu is the reason why 
Cornu has nowhere yet been used for Helix aperta. 

For these reasons we see no benefit in the use of Cornu, which would create 

unnecessary confusion in the Italian species Helix aperta. Not regarding Cornu as 

available would probably be the best solution. 
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Comment on Limax fasciatus Razoumowsky, 1789 (LIMACIDAE) and Limax fasciatus 

Nilsson, 1823 (currently Arion fasciatus, ARIONIDAE: proposed conservation of both 

specific names (Gastropoda, Stylommatophora) 

(Case 3569; see BZN 68: 253-256) 

Francisco Welter-Schultes 

Zoologisches Institut, Berliner Strasse 28, D-37073 Goettingen, Germany 

(e-mail: fwelter@gwdg.de) 

The request is fully justified. Arion fasciatus is an important name and it would be 

useful to protect it in the form proposed by the authors of this case. The primary 
homonymy very probably does not provoke any confusion. 

Comment on the proposed emendation of the current spelling of METINAE Simon, 

1894 (Arachnida, Araneae, TETRAGNATHIDAE) tO METAINAE to remove homonymy with 

METIDAE Boeck, 1872 (Crustacea, Copepoda) 

(Case 3541; see BZN 68: 262-266). 

Otto Kraus 

Zoologisches Institut & Zoologisches Museum, Universitat Hamburg, Martin- 

Luther-King-Platz 3, 20146 Hamburg, Germany 
(e-mail: otto.kraus@zoologie.uni-hamburg.de) 

I support the application by Alvarez-Padilla & Hormiga to emend the spider family 
group name to METAINAE. 
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Comments on the proposed conservation of usage of the specific name of Scarabaeus 

fimetarius Linnaeus, 1758 (currently Aphodius fimetarius; Insecta, Coleoptera, 

SCARABAEIDAE) by designation of a neotype 

(Case 3579; see BZN 69: 29-36) 

(1) Hans Fery 

Rduschstrasse 73, Berlin, Germany (e-mail: hanfry@aol.com) 

The Commission is asked to turn down the application of Angus et al. (BZN 69: 

29-36) in part, because the name Aphodius fimetarius in the sense of the applicants 1s 
not in current usage as claimed by them, and their proposed neotype designation 

would seriously threaten the stability of nomenclature. The Commission is asked to 
set aside Wilson’s (2001) lectotype designation for Scarabaeus fimetarius Linnaeus, 
1758, and to designate a neotype for this taxon other than that of the applicants. A 

neotype for Aphodius cardinalis Reitter, 1892 is designated. The Commission 1s asked 

to suppress all the names which might be considered senior subjective synonyms of 

A. cardinalis. 

First it must be specified what is meant by the name Aphodius fimetarius in the 

present Comment, because this name might be understood in two totally different 
meanings: (a) in the sense of the huge majority of authors since 1758 and (b) in the 

sense of Angus et al. (BZN 69: 29-36). In the application the name A. fimetarius is 

used in a sense which is exactly contrary to the sense of almost all authors since 1758 

(cf. more details in 1.1), and the reader might be totally misled when reading it 

(cl. Tale. t). 

Wilson (2001) showed that Aphodius fimetarius, as used until that time, included 

two different species. Whitehead (2006) was the first who clearly stated that one of 

these species has ‘deep red elytra’ (called by him A. pedellus (De Geer, 1774)) and the 

other one ‘yellowish-red elytra’ (called by him A. fimetarius) and he used for his key 

to species the elytral colour together with the other morphological characters given 

by Wilson (2001). ROBner [2012] studied several thousand specimens from large parts 

of the Holarctic and Australia and also distinguished two species, however he 
attributed the name A. fimetarius to the species with red elytra. Additionally, he 

found that the species with the red elytra (which can sometimes show slight 

tendencies to yellowish-red) has a more northern distribution and that the species 
with the yellowish-red elytra (which can sometimes become a somewhat darker red, 

Table 1. A brief summary of the diverse usages of the names A. fimetarius, A. pedellus and A. cardinalis 

usage species with red elytra; more species with yellowish-red 
northern distribution in elytra; more southern 

Europe distribution in Europe 

as used for more than 250 years Aphodius fimetarius (in part) colour var. of A. fimetarius 
by a large majority of authors (syn. Aphodius pedellus) A. cardinalis (by Reitter, 

1892) 

as used by Angus et al. (BZN 69) Aphodius pedellus Aphodius fimetarius 

usage proposed in the present Aphodius fimetarius (syn. Aphodius cardinalis 
Comment Aphodius pedellus) 
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but never as red as in the other species) has a more southern distribution (details in 
ROoBner [2012]), e.g. the latter species does not occur in Sweden. I will call the former 
species the one ‘with red elytra’ or the ‘red species’. This species is called Aphodius 
pedellus by Wilson (2001) and Angus et al. (BZN 69). The other species will be called 
the one ‘with yellowish-red elytra’ or the ‘yellowish-red species’. This is the species 
which Whitehead (2006) and Angus et al. (BZN 69) call Aphodius fimetarius 
(Linnaeus, 1758). It is likely that this species has been described under some other 
names, such as Aphodius nodifrons Randall, 1838, Aphodius fimetarius var. subluteus 
Mulsant, 1842, and Aphodius cardinalis Reitter, 1892 (see paragraph 2.2). I avoid the 
phrase ‘A. fimetarius sensu Wilson (2001) because Wilson on the one hand meant a 
species with red elytra, but on the other hand unfortunately used the name in three 
different senses—her lectotype (= A. foetens), her paralectotypes (= the red species), 
and her karyotypes for A. fimetarius (= the yellowish-red species). 

1. General considerations for rejection of the Application 

The Commission should not vote in favour of the neotype proposed by Angus et al. 
(BZN 69: 34) because the proposal of the applicants is not in accordance with one of 
the most important recommendations of the Code (cf. Preamble and Appendix B);: it 
by no means promotes the stability of nomenclature. 

Wilson (2001) discovered through chromosomal studies the existence of two 
different species within the widespread taxon Aphodius fimetarius. This fact seems to 
be beyond any doubt, because it is confirmed by the study of the external and male 
genital morphology, and by the results of molecular studies (personal communication 
by R. Angus). 

Thus, the main intention of the application—to eliminate possible confusion by 
fixing the name-bearing types—has my full support. However, it is quite unwarranted 
that a species with mostly yellowish-red elytra shall get the name of a species which 
is generally accepted as having red elytra, and this all in spite of the fact that an 
available name exists for the yellowish-red species (i.e. A. cardinalis, see below). 

1.1. The proposed neotype for A. fimetarius is not in accordance with the original 
description 

The specific name fimetarius for the red species has been in use for about 250 years 
(Linnaeus, 1758, p. 348: ‘elytris rubris’), and it has never been questioned that A. 
fimetarius is typically a species with red elytra (not even Wilson 2001 doubted it, since 
the different coloration of the two species is not discussed at all in her paper). 

One might argue that whenever the name A. fimetarius was used in the period 
before Wilson (2001) both the red species and the yellowish-red species were included, 
so that the name A. fimetarius could be applied to the yellowish-red species without 
problems. This might be formally correct, however it contradicts the real understand- 
ing of the name A. fimetarius of almost all authors. Whenever authors studied 
fimetarius specimens with more yellowish elytra, they treated these specimens as more 
or less unimportant colour varieties or morphs at best. In the two single cases that the 
colour was given more attention, these yellowish-red specimens were described as 
new species (A. cardinalis and presumably A. nodifrons (‘bright reddish’ elytra); 
see 2.2) and by this the authors confirmed indirectly that their understanding of 
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A. fimetarius was that of a species with red elytra. I am also convinced that even 
Wilson herself never would have proceeded as she did if she had studied more 

material and recognised that the more southern species usually has yellowish-red 

elytra, while the more northern one has distinctly red elytra—then she certainly 

would have tried to find another name for the southern species and leave the name 

fimetarius for the northern one (thus leaving A. pedellus a junior subjective synonym 

of A. fimetarius). 

Finally, I want to emphasise that even the applicants themselves do not question 

that (a) ‘Linnaeus described S. fimetarius as having a black body and red elytra’ BZN 

69: 34, paragraph 4) and (b) there are no yellowish-red specimens among the original 

syntypes in the Linnean collection (Angus et al., BZN 69: 31, paragraph 6). 

1.2. The proposed meaning of specific names is not in accord with the prevailing usage 

With respect to the usage of the names involved, the entire period since Linnaeus’ 

description of Scarabaeus fimetarius must be considered; however, the period since 

the publication of Wilson (2001) is of particular interest. The applicants imply that 

the use of the name A. pedellus for the red species and the name 4. fimetarius for the 
yellowish-red species have already been broadly accepted (in ‘current usage’; cf. the 

title and the Abstract of the application). They list 19 works of authors who have 
done so. However, the authors of five of these works by no means follow this usage 

unreservedly: M. Dellacasa & G. Dellacasa (2006) gave both names, but noted “DA’ 

(= doubtful assignment) under their entry for the distribution of A. pedellus. 

Elsewhere M. and G. Dellacasa followed Bordat (2002) and published/co-authored at 

least six articles/books after 2005 in which they mentioned only A. fimetarius, without 

giving the name A. pedellus, or if giving it, then only as a junior subjective synonym 

of A. fimetarius (see G. Dellacasa & M. Dellacasa, 2006; Cabrero Sanudo et al., 2007; 

Skelley et al., 2007; Dellacasa et al., 2010; Cabrero Safudo et al., 2010; Carpaneto 

et al., 2011). R6Bner (2006) discussed the situation on the basis of M. Dellacasa & 

G. Dellacasa (2006), but by no means fully adopted the view of Whitehead (2006) and 
that of the applicants. Gordon & Skelley (2007) discussed the situation of both taxa 

in northern America, but followed ‘the conservative approach’ and considered them 

all to be A. fimetarius. Roslin & Heliovaara (2009) considered it clear that there were 

two different species, but they were unable to explain unambiguously the external 
morphological differences and were not sure about the distribution of both species in 

Finland (personal communication by O. Bistrém). Forshage (2010) is merely a book 

review of M. Dellacasa & G. Dellacasa (2006), where Forshage gave a one-sentence 

comment on both taxa. 
Angus et al. (BZN 69: 30) include in their argumentation only ‘those authors who 

have recognised that the former A. fimetarius comprises two species’; however, this is 

absolutely inadmissible, because, according to the letter and spirit of the ICZN, all 

the authors who have published on this species complex must be taken into account. 

Several colleagues placed at my disposal about 2100 references to publications which 

deal in some way with A. fimetarius, A. pedellus and other related names (see e.g. the 

list of synonyms in M. Dellacasa & G. Dellacasa, 2006, p. 113). Several works 

published before 2001 and about 85% of the works published after 2000 have been 

checked by me, but some were not at my disposal. In these cases I trust in the 

competence of my colleagues. The study of these references shows that in the period 
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from 2001 until today only 31 works follow the opinion of Angus et al. while 317 

works do not. A list of these 348 recent references has been lodged with the 

Secretariat. According to the Glossary of the Code the prevailing usage of a name is 

defined as ‘that usage of the name which is adopted by at least a substantial majority 

of the most recent authors concerned with the relevant taxon, irrespective of how 

long ago their work was published.’ The literature shows that the name A. fimetarius 

has been in prevailing usage for the ‘red species’ for more than 250 years since its 

description, in more than 2050 works. Before 2001 it was used by ca. 850 authors. In 

the last decade, on the other hand, the usage of the names A. fimetarius and A. 

pedellus in the sense of Whitehead (2006) and the applicants only reaches just over 

10% of all publications in 2006 (6 works), 2009 (4 works) and 2010 (4 works), and 

only a tiny minority of about 25 authors (less than 6%) accepted their interpretation 

of both taxa, while about 420 authors in the last decade did not do so. Thus, the view 

of Angus et al. can by no means be called ‘adopted by at least a substantial majority 

of authors’ and is definitely not in prevailing usage. 

2. A better solution to this nomenclatural problem 

In view of Wilson’s (2001) inappropriate choice of lectotype for A. fimetarius a 

neotype is needed which should correctly be a specimen with red elytra (see 2.1). At 

the same time, we no longer have any fixed name-bearing specimen for the species 

with the yellowish-red elytra which Angus et al. called A. fimetarius, and which is 

necessary for a complete understanding of this species complex. For this reason a 

neotype for this species is also designated (see 2.2). 

2.1. Proposed neotype designation for A. fimetarius 

The applicants proposed as a possible neotype a chromosomally defined specimen 

because both species showed overlapping variation in their diagnostic morphological 

characters. Whitehead (2006) concluded that both species under consideration could 

be separated with the aid of a x10 lens. Similar observations have been made by E. 

ROBner (personal communication; see also R6Bner, [2012]): the morphological 

characters sometimes show tendencies to overlap, however, this is never the case with 

all characters in a single specimen. Thus, if all characters are taken into consideration 

the misidentification of a specimen is practically impossible. This may require some 

experience but this is not unusual in entomology. Actually, there is no need to use a 

chromosomally determined specimen for a neotype. Chromosomally defined speci- 

mens are available only from a few localities (see Wilson, 2001) which are different 

from the primary type localities (Sweden and Germany; see Angus et al. BZN 69: 29) 

of A. fimetarius. This is why I prefer to use morphologically determined specimens for 

neotype designations. In this case the neotype of S. fimetarius can be chosen from the 

remaining paralectotypes according to Recommendation 75A of the Code. 

Three surviving paralectotypes are stored in the Linnean Collection under the 

numbers LIN 3382, LIN 3383 and LIN 3386. Photographs of these specimens can be 

found online (Linnean Society, 2012). All belong to the species with red elytra. LIN 

3382 is additionally labelled A. fimetarius by Wilson (meaning the species with 

yellowish-red elytra), although Angus et al. (BZN 69: 31) corrected this misidentifi- 

cation after the specimen was cleaned. LIN 3383 bears no other label. LIN 3386 bears 
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no paralectotype label, but a label ‘Aphodius pedellus (DeGeer), C.J. Wilson det. 

2001’ (meaning the species with red elytra). This is why we can be sure that this 

paralectotype is the ‘true’ S. fimetarius, the species with the red elytra. 

2.2 Neotype designation for A. cardinalis 

With respect to the yellowish-red species I find four taxa have been described which 

might be considered to fit the characters of this species: (a) Scarabaeus bicolor 

Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785 (p. 9) which is, however, a primary junior homonym of 

Scarabaeus bicolor Fabricius 1775 (p. 15) and thus permanently invalid; (b) Aphodius 

nodifrons Randall, 1838 (p. 20) is usually treated as a junior subjective synonym of A. 

fimetarius. It has been described from Maine (USA) and has ‘bright reddish’ elytra. 

According to Angus et al. (BZN 69: 30-31), both the species with red elytra and the 

one with yellowish-red elytra occur in North America. Thus the possibility cannot be 

excluded that Randall’s species is the one with yellowish-red elytra. Nothing is known 

to me about the syntypes studied by Randall (M. Dellacasa, 1988, p. 169; Horn et al., 

1990 do not list the name of Randall’s taxon). A possible source for the whereabouts 

of Randall’s types might be Sprague (1871); however, I have not been able to find this 

paper. On the other hand, according to Sprague (1875, p. 374), Randall’s collection 

must be considered lost. Austin (in Sprague, 1875, p. 383) synonymised the taxon 

with A. fimetarius; (c) Aphodius fimetarius var. subluteus Mulsant, 1842 (p. 187) has 

been described only with the words ‘élytres d’un jaune rouge’ (elytra reddish-yellow). 

The type locality was not given explicitly, but according to the title of the work this 

is presumably France. M. Dellacasa (1988, p. 204) gives “?Algeria’, possibly because 

Algeria in Mulsant’s time was considered to be part of France. The name subluteus 

is available as a species group name (Article 45.6.4). According to Paulian (1944) 

Mulsant’s type material—often said to be stored in the “Collége Sainte-Marie de 

Saint-Chamond (Loire)’—must be considered lost with respect to subluteus; (d) 

Aphodius cardinalis Reitter, 1892 (p. 185) was described in detail as distinct from A. 

fimetarius (the red species) in a key to species. The description and the distribution 

provided strongly suggest that this is the species with the yellowish-red elytra. Reitter 

(1892, p. 186) gave Syria, Algeria and Andalusia (Spain) as the type locality of A. 

cardinalis and added ‘gemein’ (= common) for Syria. Thus, this author must have had 

several specimens at his disposal, these all being syntypes. According to Horn 

et al. (1990, p. 323) parts of the Reitter collection, which might have included 

SCARABAEIDAE, came to the Hungarian Natural History Museum, Budapest 

(HNHM), and eventually via Emmerich Reitter (son of Edmund) to the National 

Museum Prague. The answers to the enquiries made by E. R6Bner to both 

museums (and also to the Museum fiir Naturkunde Berlin and the Zoologische 

Staatssammlung Miinchen) were, however, negative, and thus it must be assumed 

that all syntypes of A. cardinalis are lost (personal communication from E. ROBner). 

The description of A. cardinalis is the most precise and the one which fits best the 

characters of the species with yellowish-red elytra, and thus this taxon is preferred 

for the neotype designation proposed below. The possible two senior subjective 

synonyms A. nodifrons and A. subluteus, however, have priority and thus must be 

suppressed. 

Accordingly I hereby designate as neotype for the nominal species cardinalis 

Reitter, 1892 (as published in the binomen Aphodius cardinalis) the following male 
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5.0 mm 

A 
Fig. 1. Aphodius cardinalis Reitter, 1892, proposed neotype: A, habitus; B, parameres in lateral view; C, labels. 

specimen: ‘31.12.[19]83 Cadiz, Vejer d. 1. Front. [= Vejer de la Frontera], Rinderkot 

[= cowpat]’ (handwriting Fery); on reverse ‘Fery leg.’ (stamp); ‘A. fimetarius L.’ 

(handwriting Fery); a rectangular red neotype label will be added. The specimen is 

glued on a card using the water-soluble gum Methylan. The aedeagus is glued behind 

the specimen. The length of the specimen is 7.2 mm, the maximum width 3.3 mm 

(Fig. 1). The specimen shows all morphological characters given by Wilson (2001, in 

part), Whitehead (2006) and Angus et al. (BZN 69: 33) for their A. fimetarius, i.e. the 

species with yellowish-red elytra. The locus typicus of A. cardinalis will become: 
Spain, Cadiz province (Andalusia), SSE Vejer de la Frontera, NW Barbate, 

co-ordinates ca. 36.20N 5.90W (decimal notation). The specimen is stored in the 

collection Hans Fery in the Zoologische Staatstsammlung Miinchen, Germany. 
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This neotype is necessary to clarify the taxonomic status of the nominal taxon A. 

cardinalis and its type locality (Article 75.3) and to fix a name-bearing specimen for 

the species with the yellowish-red elytra which Angus et al. call A. fimetarius. The 

characters which differentiate A. cardinalis from other taxa are given in the original 

description and in Whitehead (2006) under the name A. fimetarius. 

3. Application to the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly asked 

(1) to use its plenary power to set aside all previous type fixations for the nominal 

species fimetarius Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Scarabaeus 

fimetarius, and to designate as neotype the specimen LIN 3386 in the Linnean 

Collection at Burlington House, London; the specimen is labelled ‘Aphodius 

pedellus (DeGeer), C.J. Wilson det. 2001’; 

(2) to use its plenary power to suppress the following names for the purposes of 

the Principle of Priority, but not for those of the Principle of Homonymy: 

(a) subluteus Mulsant, 1842, as published as Aphodius fimetarius var. 

subluteus; 

(b) nodifrons Randall, 1838, as published in the binomen Aphodius nodifrons; 

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the names: 

(a) fimetarius Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Scarabaeus 

fimetarius, and as defined by the neotype designated in (1) above; 

(b) cardinalis Reitter, 1892, as published in the binomen Aphodius cardinalis, 

and as defined by the neotype designated herein; 

(4) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in 

Zoology the following names: 

(a) subluteus Mulsant, 1842, as published as Aphodius fimetarius var. subluteus 

and as suppressed in (2)(a) above; 

(b) nodifrons Randall, 1838, as published in the binomen Aphodius nodifrons 

and as suppressed in (2)(b) above. 

A summary of the various usages of the names in question is given in Table 1. 

4. Advantages of the procedures proposed here 

(a) The stability of the nomenclature is not threatened, because A. fimetarius is 

understood as it essentially has been understood for the last 250 years. 

(b) The most well-known species of the genus, the one with the red elytra, still has 

the name Aphodius fimetarius. 
(c) The species with the yellowish-red elytra takes the name A. cardinalis, under 

which it was best described. 

(d) Possible senior synonyms of A. cardinalis are suppressed. 
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The authors of Case 3579 try to find a solution for the nomenclatural problem caused 

by the choice of an Aphodius foetens (Fabricius, 1787) as lectotype for Scarabaeus 
fimetarius Linnaeus, 1758 by Wilson (2001). In this work Wilson demonstrated that 

the taxon which so far had been treated as Aphodius fimetarius (Linnaeus, 1758) 
consists in reality of two different species. After the publication of Wilson’s paper, the 

Aphodius community was not really sure about how to identify the two species, 

because Wilson described in detail the chromosomal differences but gave external 

morphological characters which are difficult to observe and can not be verified 

unambiguously in all specimens. That is why some authors after 2001 interpreted 

Wilson’s results to mean exactly the opposite (e.g. Dellacasa & Dellacasa, 2006). 

Other authors hesitated to follow Wilson’s results (e.g. Gordon & Skelley, 2007). 

One of us (E. R6Bner) studied about 4500 specimens of both taxa from large parts 

of Europe, northern Africa, Middle Asia and Himalaya (a few also from Australia 

and USA) and came to the following conclusions: 

— All specimens can be identified safely if all characters are given enough 

attention (colour of elytra, shape of elytral interstices, reticulation of elytral 

apex, shape and punctation of head and pronotum, and shape of male 
parameres in lateral view). 

— One of the species has a more northern distribution: Europe, most parts of 
Palearctic Asia (e.g. almost entire Asian Russia), including the Himalaya; in 
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America it is known from Alaska, Canada and mostly from the more northern 
states of the USA (including, however, Colorado and even Texas). 

— The other species has a more southern distribution: southern Europe, parts of 

central Europe (where its range overlaps with that of the other species), Asia 

minor, Near East, parts of the Middle East; in America it is known only in 

more southern states of the USA (overlapping with the range of the other 
species in Colorado and Texas); introduced to Australia, where it is only 
known in the southern states. 

— The more northern species has distinctly red, often dark red elytra, the more 

southern one lighter and more yellowish red elytra. In about 90% of all cases 

the species can be safely distinguished by the elytral colour alone. There is only 

a small overlap, but the southern species never has dark red elytra and the 

northern species never has light yellowish red elytra. 

Wilson (2001) did not discuss at all the varying colours of the elytra of the species 

studied. In addition, she selected as lectotype a specimen of another species which has 
really distinctly red elytra. Thus, we assume that she believed that both of her taxa 

have red elytra. If Wilson had studied more specimens and realised that both species 

can be separated relatively safely by the elytral colour, then she possibly would have 

proceeded in exactly the opposite way and used other names for both species (and 
selected other lectotypes). 

On the one hand, we support fully the essential result of Wilson’s studies: the ‘old’ 

A. fimetarius consists of two different species. On the other hand, we strongly reject 

the intention of Wilson (2001) and that of the applicants to give the more southern 

species the name A. fimetarius and the more northern species the name Aphodius 
pedellus (De Geer, 1774). 

The fact that Wilson (2001) has selected for Scarabaeus fimetarius a lectotype 

which does not belong to that species offers the opportunity to designate a new 

name-bearing type and, additionally, to find a satisfying solution for the confusion 
which came up over the last decade. 

The solution intended by the application of Angus et al. (BZN 69: 29-36) is in 

strong contrast to the usage of the name Aphodius fimetarius not only over the last 

250 years, but also over the last decade. As far as we know, almost all Aphodius 

specialists still treat Aphodius fimetarius as a species with red elytra. The authors 

named in the application as accepting the use of the names A. fimetarius and A. 

pedellus in the sense of Wilson (2001) are not at aii representative of the vast majority 

of Aphodius specialists. If the Commission were io iollow the suggestions of the 
applicants, the name A. fimetarius would apply tc a species with yellowish red 

elytra. This proceeding would cause heavy confusion and considerably threaten 
nomenclatural stability. 

We feel strongly that the neotype designation proposed by Angus et al. should not 

be approved by the Commission. If a neotype is to be proposed it should be a 

specimen with really red elytra and other characters which fit those given in Wilson 
(2001) for A. pedellus (sic!), and preferably it should be one of the remaining 

paralectotypes in the collection of Linné. 

The advantages of these suggestions are: 

— The essential result of Wilson’s (2001) work (the existence of two species) is 

taken into account in an acceptable way. 
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— Aphodius fimetarius will remain the taxon it has been for the last 250 years since 
its description, 1.e., a species with red elytra. 

— Aphodius pedellus will retain the status it has had since shortly after its 

description — i.e. a junior synonym of A. fimetarius. 

— Inthe future, the more southern species (with yellowish red elytra) can be given 

an available name, which should be selected from the known synonyms of A. 

fimetarius sensu lato (e.g. Aphodius nodifrons Randall, 1838, Aphodius subluteus 

Mulsant, 1842, Aphodius cardinalis Reitter, 1892, etc.). 

— Considerable confusion among dung beetle specialists will be avoided and, 

thus, the stability of nomenclature will not be threatened at all. 

(3) Tomas Roslin 

Spatial Foodweb Ecology Group, Department of Agricultural Sciences, PO Box 27 

(Latokartanonkaari 5), FI-00014 University of Helsinki, Finland 

(e-mail: tomas.roslin@helsinki.fi) 

I wholeheartedly support the course of action proposed in this case. It is necessary to 

avoid the application of the name fimetarius Linnaeus to A. foetens (Fabricius), as 
this would result in hopeless confusion for anyone working on these key species from 

an ecological perspective. As far as I understand, the course of action proposed by 

Angus et al. is in accordance with the Code and legitimate and would avoid 

unnecessary name changes. 

That fimetarius and pedellus are separate species is abundantly clear from research 
on DNA (COI1 sequencing) carried out in my group, where the two taxa form distinct 

clusters in perfect concordance with karyotype information. Hence, designating as 
neotype a well-resolved specimen of an unambiguous taxon would be effective not 

only in avoiding an unnecessary name change, but also in resolving a tricky pair of 

cryptic species. 

(4) Alexey Solodovnikov 

Natural History Museum of Denmark, Universitetsparken 15, 2100 Copenhagen, 

Denmark (e-mail: asolodovnikov@snm.ku.dk) 

Having read the case put forward by Angus et al (Case 3579) I support all of the 

authors’ proposals. Given the subtle differences between the two species Aphodius 

fimetarius (Linnaeus) and A. pedellus (De Geer) and the unfortunate designation of 

a specimen of A. foetens (Fabricius) as a lectotype for A. fimetarius (Linnaeus), the 

setting aside of that lectotype and the designation of a carefully examined, chromo- 

somally verified and well labelled specimen as a neotype of Aphodius fimetarius 

(Linnaeus) would eliminate a dangerous confusion. The proposed action seems 

reasonable because it fixes the identity of both species as they have been used in 

most of the literature. Given that both species seem rather common and are 

frequently cited in various ecological studies, any confusion between them is highly 

undesirable. 
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(5) Maxwell V. L. Barclay 

Department of Entomology, Natural History Museum, London SW7 5BD, U.K. 

(e-mail: m.barclay@nhm.ac.uk) 

I am writing to register my full support for the proposals put forward by Angus, 
Wilson & Krell in Case 3579, and to offer further clarification and justification for 
this opinion. 

Aphodius fimetarius (Linnaeus, 1758) sensu lato is a common and familiar dung 

beetle distributed in Europe, North Africa and Western Asia and introduced into 
Australia and the Americas. From the distinctive red elytra and black abdomen it is 

readily identifiable in the field. It is also the type species of Aphodius, one of the 
largest of all animal genera. 

Wilson (2001), at that time a student of Robert Angus, recognised from study of 

chromosomes that Aphodius fimetarius sensu lato actually consists of two species, 

both common in southern Britain. Molecular evidence supports this split (J. Maté, 

pers. comm. 2005; T. Roslin pers. comm., 2011). In many, but not all, cases, the two 

species can be distinguished using morphological characters. I will refer to these two 

species as fimetarius #1 and fimetarius #2. 

Linnaeus’s original description of fimetarius is sufficiently general to encompass 

both species, as in his stated type locality ‘Europe’. The type material on which the 

name was based almost certainly includes both fimetarius #1 and fimetarius #2 (the 

uncertainty because the description was partly based on dispersed or referred material 

which cannot be found, and because not all surviving specimens can be confidently 

distinguished on morphology, and are too old for chromosomal or molecular work). 

The next available name after fimetarius Linnaeus, 1758 is pedellus De Geer, 1774, and 

the type of pedellus is one of those specimens that can be confidently assigned to one 

of the species based on morphology, and corresponds clearly to Angus et al.’s 

fimetarius #2. Since the name pedellus De Geer could be linked to fimetarius #2, 

Wilson (2001) aimed to designate as lectotype of fimetarius one of the Linnaean 

syntypes that corresponded to fimetarius #1, so the ‘first’ species would be A. 

fimetarius (Linnaeus, 1758) and the ‘second’ species A. pedellus (De Geer). 
Unfortunately, the Linnaean type series includes a third species, the third being 

Aphodius foetens (Fabricius, 1787), a superficially similar species with red elytra but 

with the abdomen also red (not black). Not expecting a third species, Wilson did not 

examine the undersides of the beetles while selecting her lectotyce and since the 
upperside of foetens corresponds more closely to fimetarius #1 than to fimetarius #2, 

she regrettably selected the foetens specimen as lectotype of fimetarius. If this was 
allowed to stand it would cause nomenclatural chaos, because it would mean that A. 

fimetarius (Linnaeus) would be a senior synonym and thus the valid name of the 
beetle universally called A. foetens (Fabricius), a well known species of quite different 

ecology and distribution. This lectotype is therefore a major threat to stability, and 

needs urgently to be set aside. 

To date, in post 2001 publications, the community has used fimetarius and pedellus 

as intended by Wilson (2001) unaware of her incorrect choice of lectotype, which was 
only recently noticed. Nobody has yet used the name fimetarius for the species 

universally known as foetens; it would be most desirable to resolve this situation 
before someone does use it this way. 



140 Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 69(2) June 2012 

If the lectotype is set aside as requested by Angus et al., a neotype will be required 

(since paralectotypes have no name-bearing status). While original material should 

ideally be preferred for a neotype, the uncertainty caused by the broad type locality 

‘Europe’, the difficulty of reliably identifying old specimens, and the risk of new 

evidence emerging and altering morphology-based concepts in this group, would 

undermine the stability of any such neotype into the future. Angus et al. propose to 

circumvent these uncertainties by choosing a well localised modern neotype that has 

been verified based on chromosomes, and I strongly support their choice. 

The proposal of Angus et al. supports the original intention of Wilson (2001) to refer 

to the two species formerly confused under fimetarius as Aphodius fimetarius (Linnaeus, 

1758) and A. pedellus (De Geer, 1774). This system has been adopted by the vast 

majority of post-2001 workers that have acknowledged that two species are present. 

As more data have become available on the distribution of the two species, which 

are sympatric and both common in England where the original study took place, it 

has become clear that to the south and west of Europe, fimetarius sensu stricto (sensu 

Angus et al.) is dominant, and to the north and east pedellus prevails. The fact that 
the two species are not fully sympatric throughout their range creates the possibility 

of conflict between local agendas. Since both populations were confused until 2001 

under the name ‘fimetarius’, it is likely that entomologists from the regions where one 
species dominates would prefer for ‘their’ species to retain the accustomed name 
‘fimetarius’ and for the ‘other one’ to have a different name. Inevitably, since it is not 

possible to call both species ‘fimetarius’, one of the two groups of regional workers 

will ultimately be disappointed. It is fortuitous that the discoverers came from a 

country where both species occur, and so made the decision based on objective 
criteria. Their decision has been widely adopted in the subsequent 11 years, as shown 

by the list of references in their original application, and it would be very unfortunate 

for stability of the names if having started on this path any change was now made to 

the concepts of pedellus and fimetarius that Wilson (2001) established. 
I think the case put forward by Angus, Wilson & Krell is very succinct and well 

argued, explaining the problems and setting out an admirable and satisfactory 

solution to them. I hope very much, in the interest of stability, that the Commission 

will vote in favour of the case. 

Comment on the proposed designation of Anaphes fuscipennis Haliday, 1833 as the 

type species of Anaphes Haliday, 1833 (Insecta, Hymenoptera) 

(Case 3554; see BZN 68: 122-126) 

Guido Pagliano 

Museo Regionale di Scienze Naturali di Torino, Via Giolitti 36, 10123 Torino Italy 

(e-mail: guido.pagliano@tin. it) 

With regard to the application of Huber et al., I agree that it is necessary to designate 
Anaphes fuscipennis Haliday, 1833 as the type species of Anaphes Haliday, 1833. This 

would be the best solution to avoid various nomenclatural changes that would be 

otherwise necessary. 
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Comment on Anchisaurus Marsh, 1885 (Dinosauria, Sauropodomorpha): proposed 

conservation of usage by designation of a neotype for its type species Megadactylus 

polyzelus Hitchcock, 1865 

(Case 3561; see BZN 69: 44-50) 

Vahe Demirjian 

II Canyon Terrace, Newport Coast, CA 92657 U.S.A. 

(e-mail: vahedemirjian@cox.net) 

I am writing in opposition to the proposal by Galton to conserve the name 

Anchisaurus Marsh, 1885. In a discussion of various phylogenetic hypotheses for the 
relationships of basal sauropodomorphs (‘prosauropods’) Sereno (2007) claimed that 

the holotype of Anchisaurus polyzelus lacks autapomorphies to distinguish it from 

other basal sauropodomorphs (including the holotypes of Ammosaurus major, 

Anchisaurus solus, and Yaleosaurus colurus), effectively rendering Anchisaurus a 
nomen dubium and necessitating Ammosaurus major as the oldest available name for 

the basal sauropodomorph skeletons (YPM 1883, 208, 209) from the Early Jurassic 

strata of the United States Eastern Seaboard. However, Yates (2010) concluded that 

AM 41/109 shares two autapomorphies with the Manchester specimens (dorsoven- 

trally flattened ischial blades with the long axis of the cross-section set at a low angle 

to the horizontal, and slender first sacral rib with a base occupying less than half of 

the length of the first sacral centrum) and subsequently revised the diagnosis of 

Anchisaurus polyzelus. 

It is true that YPM 1883 (holotype of Anchisaurus colurus) forms much of the 
current concept of Anchisaurus as acknowledged by Galton, since it represents the 

most complete specimen of Anchisaurus polyzelus to date, but there are a number of 

problems with the proposals in Case 3561. 

Firstly, the holotype of Anchisaurus colurus came from the Wolcott Quarry in 

Manchester, Connecticut, whereas AM 41/109 (the holotype of Anchisaurus polyze- 

lus) was collected in Springfield, Massachusetts (Galton, 1976). Therefore, Galton’s 

selection of YPM 1883 as the proposed neotype for A. polyzelus does not comply with 
Article 75.3.6 of the Code (i.e. evidence that the neotype came as nearly as practicable 

from the original type locality). If YPM 1883 is designated as the neotype, then 

Anchisaurus colurus, and thus the genus Yaleosarus von Huene, 1932, would become 

junior objective synonyms of A. polyzelus and Anchisaurus, respectively. 

Secondly, Galton’s assertions of the non-diagnostic properties of AM 41/109 

downplay the fact that another basal sauropodomorph specimen from Connecticut 
Valley (YPM 2125) is not conspecific with any of the known specimens of 

Anchisaurus (Yates 2004, 2010). Regardless of whether or not it lacks autapomor- 

phies to distinguish it from basal members of the Anchisauria Galton & Upchurch, 

2004 (sensu Yates 2007), the characters cited by Yates (2010) as unique to 

Anchisaurus not only distinguish AM 41/109 from other basal sauropodomorphs 
(including YPM 2125) but are also found only in the Manchester specimens (YPM 

1883, 208, 209). 
As a side note, Yates (2004) pointed out that while the holotype of Ammosaurus 

major (YPM 208) is conspecific with other specimens of Anchisaurus in the proximal 

width-total length ratio of the metatarsals (0.66 in YPM 208 versus 0.62 in YPM 1883 
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and 0.60 in YPM 209), specimens from the Navajo Sandstone of Arizona that were 

previously referred to Ammosaurus cf. major by Galton (1976) are not conspecific 

with any of the known specimens of Anchisaurus but instead represent non- 

anchisaurian basal sauropodomorphs, with UCMP 82961 being probably related to 

Massospondylus carinatus and MNA G27233 being assignable to Sauropodomorpha 

indet. Likewise, basal sauropodomorph specimens from Nova Scotia that were 

referred to cf. Ammosaurus sp. by Shubin et. al. (1994) need to be re-examined to 

determine whether they are conspecific with Anchisaurus polyzelus or represent a 

distinct taxon. 

In summary, the proposals in Case 3561 should be rejected because: (1) the 
holotype of Anchisaurus polyzelus (AM 41/109) comes from a different locality from 

that of YPM 1883 (holotype of Anchisaurus colurus); and (2) YPM 2125 is not 

conspecific with any known specimens of Anchisaurus (Yates 2004, 2010) and the 

diagnostic characters seen in YPM 1883 and other specimens from Manchester, 

Connecticut are present in AM 41/109 as demonstrated by Yates (2010). 
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